Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

11.9 Individuals

Vol. lll, 11.9-1 - December 2012






Klamath Falls Hearing - 10-18-2011
---000---
STATEMENT PROVIDED BEFORE PUBLIC HEARING
(Directly to Court Reporter

MR. BILL ADAMS: Bill Adams, A-d-a-m-s.
| started what was One-Stop Auto Wreckers 35
years ago after completing four years of study at OIT, so
I have been in the community a while. I've also been a

Klamath Falls city council member for 17 of the last 25

years. But I'm not here to represent the city or my

constituents. Comment 1 - Hydropower

I've been opposed to the KBRA since the idea's

inception because | believe in hydropower. To me, taking

out dams is counterproductive to what we should be doing.

Cheap electricity is what built industry and farming in

the Klamath Basin and the Pacific Northwest. Without

cheap electricity, the Klamath Project could never have

been as productive as it is. And guess what? Hydropower

is renewable.

Comment 2 - Costs

This billion-dollar boondoggle known as the

KBRA is unfair to the farmers, electric ratepayers, and

the American taxpayer. Comment 3 - Other/General

Without a change to the ESA, the farmers are

not helped by the KBRA. We, in this community, have

watched as ESA in its protection of the spotted owl

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

GP_MC_1018_150

Vol. lll, 11.9-3 - December 2012



Klamath Facilities Removal
Final EIS/EIR

Vol. 1, 11.9-4 - December 2012

decimated the timber industry. I'm not willing to stand

by and let the same thing happen to agriculture.

| believe that the information being used to

push the KBRA is slanted and being handled in the same

manner as was done in the San Joaquin Valley. A federal

udge recently issued a scathing judgment of what took

place in San Joaquin with the ESA and the delta smelt.

In response to this judgment, U.S.

Representative Devin Nunnes sent a letter to Secretary Ken

Salazar, chastising him and his department for their abuse

of the process, and the Obama administration for pushing

the green agenda at any cost.

Comment 4 - Disapproves of Dam Removal

Save our dams, amend the ESA, stop rural

cleansing.
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Comment Author Adams, Bill
Agency/Assoc. General Public
Submittal Date October 18, 2011
Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR
GP_MC_1018_150-1 Comment noted. No
Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record.
Master Response GHG-2 Rate Increases.
GP_MC_1018_150-2 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record. No
GP_MC_1018_150-3 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record. No
GP_MC_1018_150-4 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal No

and Others Oppose Dam Removal.

Vol. lll, 11.9-5 - December 2012



Klamath Facilities Removal
Final EIS/EIR

PUBLIC HEARING ON THE KLAMATH DAM

REMOVAL DRAFT EIS/EIR
---000---
YREKA, CALIFORNIA

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2011

MR. MICHAEL ADAMS: My name is Mike Adams,

Michael Adams, M-i-c-h-a-e-| A-d-a-m-s.

Comment 1 - Fish

| am concerned about the sediment that is held

behind the dams. The Fish and Game has been removing

board weirs off of the Shasta River and allowing the

sediment that has been held behind those dams, or those

small dams, to wash down the Shasta, into the Klamath. It

has created an infection zone in the mouth of the Shasta

to the Tree of Heaven Campground. This infection zone

infects, with the parasites, infects all samonid species.

Now, I'm going to leave whether the salmon are

native to this river to others, but | do know that the

steelhead are native and it is a salmonid species and

would be greatly affected by introduction of more of that

same sediment. We will have an infection zone that goes

from Iron Gate Dam, all the way down the Wichapek

(phonetic), and | believe it will take in excess of a

hundred years for that sediment to wash out.

We will infect all the salmonid species for at

least a hundred years and then, and only then, will we

have the opportunity to reintroduce any fish that we may

find desirable.

Thank you.
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Comment Author Adams, Michael

Agency/Assoc. General Public

Submittal Date October 20, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

GP_MC_1020_198-1 Master Response AQU-1 Sediment amounts and effects to fish. No

Klamath steelhead trout are generally resistant to C. shasta
(Administrative Law Judge 2006).

Master Response AQU-20 Bedload Sediment and Fish Habitat.
Master Response AQU-2 Sediment Dredging.
Master Response WQ 6 Periphyton Growth and Fish Disease.

Bartholomew and Foott (2011) found that the polychaete host for
C. Shasta and P. minibicornis, Manayunkia speciosa, was
associated with sand, gravel, boulder and bedrock, freshwater
sponge, aquatic vegetation, and frequently with a non-vascular
periphyton identified as a species of Cladophora. Slow flowing
habitats such as runs and eddy-pools had the highest relative
densities and frequency of occurrence of polychaetes. Within run
and glide habitat types, the polychaete tends to occur in more
protected microhabitats provided by mats of Cladophora sp. that
have been become infused with fine organic matter.

Master Response AQU — 27 Disease.
The comment, as submitted, provides no factual evidence to
support the claim that it will take 100 years for sediment to wash

out or that potential dam removal would infect all salmonid species
for 100 years.
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Comment Author Adams, William

Agency/Assoc. One Stop Auto Wreckers

Submittal Date October 18, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

GP_MF_1018_101-1 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record. No
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GP_WI_1112_580
From: brajari@hotmail.com[SMTP:BRAJARI@HOTMAIL.COM]

Sent: Saturday, November 12, 2011 11:40:36 AM

To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com

Subject: Web Inquiry: Klamath

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Name: Bruce Ajari
Organization:

Subject: Klamath

/‘ Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal

Body: Please restore the Klamath to its prior status as a world class fishery.
Please support alternative 2.

Vol. 11, 11.9-10 - December 2012
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Comment Author Ajari, Bruce

Agency/Assoc. General Public

Submittal Date November 12, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

GP_WI_1112_580-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Support Dam Removal No

and Others Oppose Dam Removal.
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GP_EM_1122_1055
From: KSDcomments KSDcomments[SMTP:KSDCOMMENTS@DFG.CA.GOV]
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2011 10:11:04 AM
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd
Subject: Fwd: dam removal
Auto forwarded by a Rule

>>> Arnold Aklestad <aklestad@aboutmontana.net> 11/22/2011 9:52 AM >>>

I am an outsider from Montana but don't think it is a good idea to remove the
dams.

There must have been a reason to build them in the first place.

Arnold R. Aklestad ‘K\\\\

P.0. Box 36
Bigfork,MT 59911-0036

Comment 1 - Disapproves of Dam Removal |

Vol. 1, 11.9-12 - December 2012
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Comment Author Aklestad, Arnold

Agency/Assoc. General Public

Submittal Date November 22, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

GP_EM_1122_1055-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal No

and Others Oppose Dam Removal.
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GP_EM_1128 934

From: Karen Albers[SMTP:KARENP.ALBERS@SBCGLOBAL.NET]
Sent: Monday, November 28, 2011 5:34:26 PM

To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd

Subject: Keep the Klamath dams

Auto forwarded by a Rule
Bureau of Reclamation
Sacramento CA

Comment 1 - Disapproves of Dam
Sirs, / Removal

As a former resident of Northern California, | am opposed to removing the Klamath Dams. The dams
provide hydroelectric power which is a clean “green” source of energy for 70,000 homes. They also
provide reliable flood control and irrigation for farmers and ranchers who supply the nation’s food.

Comment 2 - Cultural Resources

Destroying the dams would flood the sacred burial grounds of the Shasta Indians. It would also release
toxic sediments into the river's ecosystem -- the toxins in the sediment occur naturally because the area
of the river’s headwaters is volcanic. The dams help filter out those extra minerals.

Supporters of removing the dams say it is necessary to protect the coho salmon. However, the coho is
not native to the Klamath River. Further, the spawning ground of the coho is typically 30 miles upstream,
whereas the first dam isn’t until 187 miles upstream.

Taken overall, the project to remove the dams seems very foolish. | urge you to consider all of the
implications of this project before rushing ahead to do something that will be regretted in the future.

Sincerely, Comment 3 - Fish

Karen Albers
Wauwatosa WI
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Comment Author Albers, Karen
Agency/Assoc. General Public
Submittal Date November 28, 2011
Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR
GP_EM_1128 934-1 As described in Section 3.18 of the Draft Environmental Impact No
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR), the dams
provide peaking power when the network needs additional power.
They are not the primary power source for Siskiyou County.
Section 3.6 of the Draft EIS/EIR describes the fact that the dams
do not provide minimal flood control and do not provide any
irrigation water for farmers.
GP_EM_1128_934-2 Master Response CUL-1 Shasta Nation Participation. No

Mitigation Measures CHR-2, CHR-3, and CHR-4 address
consultations under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
Section 106 and agreements and plans for treatments of burial
grounds should Alternatives 2, 3, or 5 be selected.

Master Response HYDG-1 Flood Protection.

Master Response WQ-1 Sediment Deposits Behind the Dams and
Potential Contaminants.

As described in Chapter 3.6, Flood Hydrology, of the EIS/EIR and
the Detailed Plan, the reservoir drawdown plans are intended to
minimize flood risks from catastrophic dam failure or a natural
hydrologic event. The Dam Removal Entity (DRE) would control
reservoir drawdown to maintain flows that would not cause dam
embankment overtopping. Additionally, drawing down the
reservoirs would increase the available storage in J.C. Boyle,
Copco 1, and Iron Gate Reservoirs. Thus, if a high water year
event occurred during drawdown, the DRE would be able to retain
high flows during initial reservoir drawdown using the newly
available storage capacity and continue drawdown after the flood
risk ended. There are two different time periods during reservoir
drawdown and dam removal which could result in flood risks:

Initial reservoir drawdown. Flood risks stem from an overly rapid
drawdown rate, resulting in embankment instability. Instability
occurs as the soil strength of the embankment decreases from
rapidly increasing pore pressure during drawdown, which creates
failure or slumping of the exposed dam face. The Bureau of
Reclamation (Reclamation) (2012b) describes the controlled
releases that would commence at the beginning of January 2020
in order to drain the reservoirs safely. The drawdown rate for

J.C. Boyle Reservoir would be 1 foot per day and the drawdown
rate for Iron Gate Reservoir would be 3 feet per day (subject to
confirmation by a more detailed slope stability analysis conducted
for the Definite Plan).

To address this risk, sufficient reservoir storage space would have

Vol. lll, 11.9-15 - December 2012
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Albers, Karen
General Public
November 28, 2011

Comment Code

GP_EM_1128_934-3

Vol. 1, 11.9-16 - December 2012

Comment Response

to be maintained at all times between the excavated embankment
surface and the reservoir to prevent embankment overtopping and
potential failure.

The amount of reservoir storage would be dictated by the amount
of flood protection that is desired during the removal operation.
The frequency of floods for the period of embankment excavation
has been developed to help assess this risk.

Dam excavation. As the embankment is removed, reservoir
storage is decreased. Flood risks during this period stem from the
possibility of flows from a large flood event exceeding the available
water bypass capacity and overtopping the lowered dam
embankment, or at the point during excavation when the
embankment is removed below the level of the spillway, thus
making the spillway unavailable during this period of time. To
address this risk, Reclamation (2012b) would not permit any
excavation of the embankment section at Iron Gate Dam until
June 1, 2020, and would require excavation to be complete by
September 15, 2020. The drawdown plans do not permit any
excavation of the embankment section at J.C. Boyle Dam until
after July 1, 2020 and require completion by September 30, 2020.
The timing of dam excavation and removal has been designed to
occur when river flow is at its lowest point. During this period,
outlet structures for the reservoirs would have sufficient capacity to
pass river flows. The 100 year frequency flood hydrograph for July
could be routed through the reservoirs and available outlets and
spillways. At J.C. Boyle Dam, an upstream cofferdam would be
provided for flood protection for flows through the excavated left
abutment up to about 3,500 cubic feet per second (cfs). At Iron
Gate Dam, a minimum flood release capacity of about 7,700 cfs
would be maintained in June, 7,000 cfs would be maintained in
July, and 3,000 cfs would be maintained in August and
September, before final breach of an upstream cofferdam. Each of
these capacities would be able to accommodate a flood event
having a minimum return period of 100 years for that time of year,
based on historical streamflow records.

Master Response AQU-3 Coho Native Status not Critical to NEPA
or CEQA.

Master Response AQU-4 Coho are Native.

The comment, as submitted, provides no evidence to support the
claim that coho salmon are not native to the Klamath River.

Change in
EIS/EIR

No
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GP_WI_1112 585
From: r4jalgi@pacbell.net[SMTP:R4JALGI@PACBELL.NET]
Sent: Saturday, November 12, 2011 1:46:52 PM
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com
Subject: Web Inquiry: Dam Removal on Kamath Auto forwarded by a Rule

Name: Robert J Algieri
Organization:

Subject: Dam Removal on Kamath

Body: I am in full support of removing the four lower Klamath River dams in order
to restore the steelhead and salmon fishery.

™

Comment 1 - Approves Dam Removal

Vol. lll, 11.9-17 - December 2012
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Klamath Facilities Removal
Final EIS/EIR

Comment Author Algieri, Robert

Agency/Assoc. General Public

Submittal Date November 12, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

GP_WI_1112_585-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Support Dam Removal No

and Others Oppose Dam Removal.
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Vol. 1ll, 11.9-20 - December 2012

Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Allen, Andrew
Rogue Crescent City Harbor, Captain
November 14, 2011

Comment Code

GP_MF_1114_707-1

GP_MF_1114_707-2

Comment Response

Master Response GEN-2 Some People Support Dam Removal
and Others Oppose Dam Removal.

Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record.

Change in
EIS/EIR

No

No
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GP_WI_1107 383
From: davidnelsonallen@gmail.com[SMTP:DAVIDNELSONALLEN@GMAIL.COM]
Sent: Monday, November 07, 2011 10:14:13 AM
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com
Subject: Web Inquiry: Full Dam Removal a must!
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Name: David Allen
Organization:

Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal
Subject: Full Dam Removal a must! ‘////

Body: I am writing in strong support of full dam removal and implementation of
the KBRA and KHSA. As a law student at Lewis and Clark Law school I spent 2 years
studying the Klamath River and wrote a law review article analyzing the two
agreements (David Allen, The Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement: Federal
Law, Local Compromise, and the Largest Dam Removal Project in History, 16
Hastings W.-Nw. J. Envtl. L. & Pol'y 428 (2010)). I concluded that the two
agreements represent a historic opportunity to restore a great American river and
to do so with the backing of all major stakeholders. Please fully implement both
agreements and remove all four dams.
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Klamath Facilities Removal
Final EIS/EIR

Comment Author Allen, David

Agency/Assoc. General Public

Submittal Date November 07, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

GP_WI_1107_383-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Support Dam Removal No

and Others Oppose Dam Removal.

Vol. lll, 11.9-22 - December 2012



Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

GP_WI_1103 364
From: simplyfran@att.net[SMTP:SIMPLYFRAN@ATT.NET]
Sent: Thursday, November 03, 2011 7:49:22 PM
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com
Subject: Web Inquiry: Klamath Basin Water Issues Auto forwarded by a Rule

Name: Frances M. Allen
Organization:

Comment 1 - General/Other
Subject: Klamath Basin Water Issui:////'

Body: This note is in support of maintaining the natural ecosystem and health of
Upper Klamath Lake and the entire Klamath Basin. Not only is this ecosystem
important to millions of migratory birds as well as year-round animals, it is a
unique source of wild edible microalgae. This algae supports the health of tens
of thousands of consumers; as a harvestor and manufacturer, Simplexity Health
supports the financial health of several thousand people, world-wide. Please
protect the lake and all it stands for.
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Vol. lll, 11.9-24 - December 2012

Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Allen, Frances
General Public
November 03, 2011

Comment Code

GP_WI_1103_364-1

Comment Response

Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record.

Simplexity Health (www.simplexityhealth.com/, accessed
5/2/2012) is a Klamath Falls-based business that advertises Upper
Klamath Lake as the source the algae species Aphanizemenon
flos-aquae (Aph. Flos-aquae) used in its nutritional supplement.
The area of analysis for algae in the Draft Environmental Impast
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) (Table 4-2) was
surface waters within the Klamath Basin affected by dam removal
activities excluding the Lost River watershed, Tule Lake basin, and
Trinity River.

The Klamath River to the Pacific Ocean and the near shore
environment. This is the extent of physical changes affecting
water quality, habitat, and flows. The conditions that create the
presence o f Aph. Flos-aquae in Upper Klamath Lake would not be
changed under any of the five Alternatives analyzed in the Draft
EIS/EIR.

Change in

EIS/EIR

No
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GP_LT_1118 797

-
-

-

Comment 1 - Disapproves of Dam
Removal

-
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Vol. lll, 11.9-26 - December 2012

Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Almond, George & Fay
General Public
November 18, 2011

Comment Code

GP_LT_1118_797-1

Comment Response

Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal
and Others Oppose Dam Removal.

Changein
EIS/EIR

No
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[GP_LT_1221_1181]

December 17, 2011

Ms. Elizabeth Vasquez
Bureau of Reclamation:
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento; CA/95825

DearMs. Vasquez, : / Comment 1 - Approves

of |L.
Dam Removal ,

i wnte to encourage you to support the removal of aII of the dams on the Klamath Rwer and its

angerously close to k||hng off the saimon populauon that has tradmonally come i
California; a tragic outcome: The dams areio longer needed for power producti
restoring natural-habitatsiin this country back to-what they once were.: Warren
investment in the dams should not be the government's highest priority: :

Slncerely,

Clifford E. Anderson

1408 La SierraDr.
Sacramento, CA 95864

Email: tofvesta@surewest.net
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Vol. 1ll, 11.9-28 - December 2012

Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Anderson, Clifford
General Public
December 21, 2011

Comment Code

GP_LT_1221_1181-1

Comment Response

Master Response GEN-2 Some People Support Dam Removal
and Others Oppose Dam Removal.

Changein
EIS/EIR

No



From: suisanmarie@yahoo.com[SMTP:SUISANMARIE@YAHOO.COM]
Sent: Wednesday, November 02, 2011 9:50:14 PM
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com

Subject: Web Inquiry: Take Klamath Dam Down Auto forwarded by a Rule

Name: Susan Anderson
Organization:

Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal

Subject: Take Klamath Dam Down ‘///

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

GP_WI_1102_370

Body: YES! Please let's take the Klamath Dam down, and restore the watershed

ASAP! Thanks.

Sincerely yours,
A Very concerned citizen,

Susan Anderson
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Klamath Facilities Removal
Final EIS/EIR

Comment Author Anderson, Susan

Agency/Assoc. General Public

Submittal Date November 02, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Changein
EIS/EIR

GP_WI_1102_370-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal No

and Others Oppose of Dam Removal.
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GP_WI_1117_735

From: susanjam@yahoo.com[SMTP:SUSANJAM@YAHOO.COM]

Sent: Thursday, November 17, 2011 10:40:13 AM
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com

Subject: Web Inquiry: Please Un-Dam the Klamath Auto forwarded by a Rule

Name: Susan Anderson
Organization: private citizen

Subject: Please Un-Dam the Klamath

Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal

Body: Please Un-Dam the Klamath. We need salmon, the wildlife needs the river.

It's a necessary component of continuing life on earth.

Vol. lll, 11.9-31 - December 2012
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Anderson, Susan
General Public
November 17, 2011

Comment Code

GP_WI_1117_735-1

Comment Response

Master Response GEN-2 Some People Support Dam Removal
and Others Oppose Dam Removal.

Changein
EIS/EIR

No



Chapte

GP_WI_1101 292
From: jgrauma@clemson.edu[SMTP:JGRAUMA@CLEMSON.EDU]
Sent: Tuesday, November 01, 2011 9:51:09 PM
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com
Subject: Web Inquiry: EIS/EIR for the Klamath Settlement Auto forwarded by a Rule

Name: Jan Andre Grauman

Organization: Comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal

Subject: EIS/EIR for the Klamath Settlement A(///
Body: I support the proposal to remove four dams on the Klamath River in OR and
CA and restore over 420 miles of salmon habitat.

As I understand it, this could become the largest dam removal project in the
world, and while not perfect - it is the best solution currently available to
save the Klamath -and the salmon that need a healthier river system. As someone
that held an international family reunion in the Klamath watershed a few years
ago and enjoys visiting the region, I look forward to this project proceeding.

r 11 - Comments and Responses

Vol. lll, 11.9-33 - December 2012



Klamath Facilities Removal
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Vol. 1ll, 11.9-34 - December 2012

Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Andre Grauman, Jan
General Public
November 01, 2011

Comment Code

GP_WI_1101_292-1

Comment Response

Master Response GEN-2 Some People Support Dam Removal
and Others Oppose Dam Removal.

Changein
EIS/EIR

No



From: htandrus@sbcglobal.net[SMTP:HTANDRUS@SBCGLOBAL .NET]
Sent: Wednesday, November 23, 2011 11:09:59 AM

To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; werner@wrinkledog.com

Subject: Web Inquiry: Klamath Dams

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Name: Harold Andrus

Organization:

Subject: Klamath Dams

Body: Leave Dams Alone and make Fish Bypasses.

‘\\\\\\\\\\\ Comment 1 - FERC

Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

GP_WI_1123_909
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Andrus, Harold
General Public
November 23, 2011

Comment Code

GP_WI_1123_909-1

Comment Response

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact
Report (EIS/EIR) analyzes two alternatives in detail that include
fishways (Alternatives 4 and 5). Engineered bypasses, as
identified in this comment, are part of Alternatives 10 and 11 in
Sections 4.2.10 and 4.2.11 of Appendix A and in Section 2.3,
Table 2-2 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Alternatives 10 and 11 did not
meet any elements of the purpose and need or project objectives;
therefore, they were not carried forward for further analysis in the
Draft EIS/EIR.

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) conducted a
preliminary analysis of the Hart Bypass (also known as the Bogus
Creek Bypass) proposal, and concluded it would not provide an
effective alternative for passage of adult salmon and steelhead
populations (CDFG 2009). Alternatives 10 and 11 also had
independent reviews that concluded that the bypass systems do
not comport with known salmonid migratory behavior and do not
include provisions for outmigrating juvenile salmonids (Mefford
2011 and White 2011). Mr. Mefford states that the tunnel
alternative provides no ecological benefit for the river, and, to a
degree, further degrades the ecology of the Klamath River within
this reach by diverting water.

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) (2011)
reviewed all Engineered Bypass proposals submitted. They
concluded that the proposed conceptual by-pass alternatives all
contain elements related to fish passage that are beyond the
realm of known, successful application and that the proposals are
not acceptable alternatives to dam removal, from fish passage
perspectives.

Alternatives 10 and 11 would not provide a simple alternative for
passage of salmon and steelhead populations past the lower four
dams in the Klamath River.

Change in
EIS/EIR

No
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GP_EM_1120_822

From: Joan Arc[SMTP:JOAN.ARC@GMAIL.COM]
Sent: Sunday, November 20, 2011 7:44:53 PM
To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd

Subject: Stop Removal of dams on the Klamath

Auto forwarded by a Rule To The Bureau of Reclamation
KlamathSD@usbr.gov

As California residents, we challenge the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and

the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).
Duplicate of GP_EM_1118_800

The Klamath river is naturally warm and pollut